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India had as a nation imbibed the creed of non-violence,
corporate or national, I should have had no hesitation in
giving a lead. But, in spite of a certain hold I have on
the millions of this country, I know the very grave and
glaring limitations of that hold. India has an unbroken
tradition of non-violence from times immemorial. But
at no time in her ancient history, as far as I know it, has it
had complete non-violence in action pervading the whole
land. Nevertheless, it is my unshakable belief that her destiny
is to deliver the message of non-violence to mankind. It
may take ages to come to fruition. But so far as I can judge,
no other country will precede her in the fulfilment of that
mission.
Be that as it may, it is seasonable to contemplate the
implications of that matchless force. Three concrete ques-
tions were, the other day, incidentally asked by friends:
1. What could ill-armed Abyssinia do against well-
armed Italy, if she were non-violent?
% What could England, the greatest and the most
powerful member of the League, do against determined
Italy, if she (England) were non-violent in your sense of
the term?
3. What could India do, if she suddenly became non-
violent in your sense of the term?
Before I answer the questions let me lay down five
simple axioms of non-violence as I know it:
 (a)	Non-violence implies as complete self-purification
as is humanly possible.
 (b)	Man for man the strength of non-violence is in
exact proportion to the ability, not the will, of the non-
violent person to inflict violence.
 (c)	Non-violence   is without   exception   superior   to
violence, i.e. the power at the disposal of a non-violent
person is always greater than he would have if he was
violent.

 (d)	There is no such thing as defeat in non-violence.
The end of violence is surest defeat.
 (e)	The ultimate end of non-violence is surest victory
—if such a term may be used of non-violence. In reality,
where there is no sense of defeat, there is no sense of victory.

